David Victor and Charles Kennel argue that aiming to keep average global warming within 2 °C of pre-industrial temperatures is neither politically nor scientifically useful (Nature 514, 30-31; 2014) . I disagree: global temperature change is the closest thing we have to a metric with a clear link to emissions; it can also be related quantitatively to a range of local climate impacts.
Because global temperature seems to respond linearly to cumulative emissions of carbon Warming goal: still the best indicator David Victor and Charles Kennel challenge the practice of using global mean temperature as the main measure of danger from climate change (Nature 514, 30-31; 2014) . On the basis of 40 years of science and policy research, there are good reasons why this temperature is the favoured indicator.
It can be related through climate models to the regional impacts and risks that drive public concern (see go.nature. com/5chktj). It is indeed "related only probabilistically to emissions", but the authors' best indicator -carbon dioxide concentration -is related only probabilistically to impacts and risks, except in the case of ocean acidification. As for ocean heat content, its trend experiences interruptions much like the global mean temperature, and bears no direct relationship to most impacts and risks.
Compared with other proposals, global mean temperature is more closely related to outcomes for people and ecosystems. Without such a goal, we shall never know how much reduction in emissions is sufficient. 
Michael Oppenheimer

Stop the cuts, not the evaluations
Amaya Moro-Martin asserts that the European Science Foundation (ESF) supported a "flawed evaluation process" for research in Portugal (Nature 514, 141; 2014) . This unsubstantiated allegation undermines the foundation's work and is detrimental to the many excellent reviewers and panel members involved in the evaluation process.
The ESF champions the benefits to society from investments in research. We are very concerned about the increased pressure on many national science budgets. However, we believe that peer review, despite its limitations, is the most meritocratic and evidence-based approach to resource allocation. The work of those public-spirited scientists willing to give their time and energy to the peer-review process must be acknowledged, respected and supported. They should be allowed to undertake their work without interference.
During the course of the independent research evaluation implemented for the Foundation for Science and Technology in Portugal, the ESF has witnessed an unprecedented level of direct interference with peers and panel members in the performance of their work. Even while the review process is ongoing, many have received intimidating communications designed to discourage them from completing their agreed tasks. This practice is unacceptable and damaging to science.
It is in this context that we respond to Moro-Martin's remark. Although no evaluation process is perfect, it is the most independent system yet devised. The ESF has carried out this evaluation project in accordance with good practice (see go.nature. com/o4xfuz; to be updated on completion of the project). 
